For young male immigrants, naturalization facilitates assimilation into the U.S. labor market. Following naturalization, immigrants gain access to public-sector, white-collar, and union jobs, and wage growth accelerates. These findings are consistent with the proposition that naturalization fosters labor market success of immigrants by removing barriers to employment.
I. Introduction
Prior studies suggest that new immigrants assimilate into the labor market by acquiring such skills as language proficiency, familiarity with the host country's culture, and contacts in the labor market, thereby promoting rapid wage growth. In this paper, we investigate whether acquisition of U.S. citizenship by young male immigrants also facilitates the assimilation process. In particular, the study examines whether naturalization leads to higher wages, either immediately or by accelerating wage growth. Because evidence from cross-sectional data may confound the true effects of citizenship and unobservable characteristics of naturalized citizens, our analysis relies heavily on longitudinal data. Naturalization is the process through which an immigrant obtains citizenship in the host country. In the United States, general requirements for naturalization include legal immigrant admission, five years of continuous residence in the country, and an age of at least 18 years. In addition, the immigrant must be of good moral character and must pass a test of proficiency in the English language and knowledge of the U.S. government and U.S. history. Approximately 4 percent of those who naturalize are exempted from one or more of these requirements. For example, immigrants who are spouses of U.S. citizens need reside in the country only three years prior to naturalization. As immigration has increased, so too has the number of immigrants who naturalize. From a rate of 220,000 per year in the 1980s, naturalizations rose to an average of 740,000 during fiscal years 1996-99 (U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service, 1997; 1998; 1999a) .
1 These developments make it increasingly important that we understand the consequences of naturalization.
the United States and to acquire additional skills valued in the U.S. labor market. It is not obvious which of these two stories is more appropriate.
In addition, citizenship may be correlated with wages because of unmeasured productivity characteristics of those who naturalize. In that event, the effects of naturalization and personal characteristics may be confounded. To disentangle these effects and to study the dynamics of wage change and naturalization, the empirical analysis incorporates panel data.
The present research is motivated in part by an observation in Chiswick's (1978) seminal paper on immigrant wage assimilation. Based on 1970 census data, Chiswick reports that naturalized foreign-born men earn 15 percent more than non-naturalized men with similar socioeconomic characteristics. However, Chiswick downplays the naturalization effect because it falls to 7 percent (and loses statistical significance) when he controls for years since migration in the wage regression. 4 In the next section, we sketch a framework for analyzing differences in wages and the job distribution of immigrants who naturalize and those who do not. The empirical analysis of the following two sections presents wage and probit equations relying first on cross-sectional data, including the 1990 census and 1994-98 current population surveys, and then on a longitudinal sample of foreign-born youths drawn from the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth. Crosssectional data indicate that wages are positively correlated with naturalization and that this effect is most pronounced for immigrants from less-developed countries. Immigrants who naturalize also have a more favorable job distribution. What cross-sectional analysis cannot reveal is whether the higher wages and superior job distribution are the result of naturalization per se, 4 In subsequent work based on 1980 census data, Chiswick and Miller (1992, 1993) place the earnings premium associated with citizenship at approximately 5 percent.
greater investment in human capital of those who eventually naturalize, or favorable personal characteristics of these immigrants. Such questions can be answered only with longitudinal data.
Longitudinal analysis reveals that naturalization is associated with faster wage growth even after accounting for unobserved characteristics of the immigrant. Naturalization is followed by an immediate increase in white-collar employment and a growing presence in public-sector and union jobs. These findings are consistent with the story that naturalization leads to superior employment opportunities. In contrast, there is no evidence that wage growth begins prior to naturalization, as one would anticipate if immigrants who planned to naturalize invested heavily in human capital prior to naturalization. The final section draws implications on the importance of citizenship for assimilation into the U.S. labor market.
II. Framework
Citizenship provides various benefits, including greater employment opportunities. Other benefits of citizenship include the ability to vote, run for political office, sponsor adult relatives, draw full Social Security benefits upon retiring abroad, and eligibility for various fellowships and educational programs (Rhodes Scholarships, Fulbright programs, etc.). As the INS (1999b, p. 3) notes: "A U.S. passport allows citizens the freedom to travel. In addition, citizens receive U.S. Government protection and assistance when abroad." There are also costs to citizenship. Those who naturalize are subject to any military draft, must forfeit rights in the home country, and must agree to be fingerprinted. Immigrants must acquire sufficient
knowledge of English to demonstrate proficiency in English reading, writing, speaking, and listening; must learn enough U.S. history and civics to pass a test over this subject matter; and must pay a naturalization application fee. Immigrants must also avoid activities that could lead to disqualification, such as failure to support dependents; smuggling illegal aliens into the country; habitual drunkenness; and crimes involving substance abuse, moral turpitude, or two or more gambling offenses.
The value of citizenship is likely to vary from immigrant to immigrant depending on the weights attached to the various costs and benefits. In addition, there may be systematic differences based on country of origin. If barriers to employment are greater for immigrants from less-developed countries, and if naturalization lowers these barriers, then the benefits of citizenship will generally be greater for immigrants from less-developed countries.
The value of citizenship is also likely to be related to the employment preferences of the immigrant. An immigrant who wishes to work in the public sector, where many jobs are reserved for citizens, is likely to benefit to a greater degree than is an immigrant for whom employment opportunities are not constrained by citizenship. Similarly, when international travel is required, as it is for certain white-collar jobs, the benefits of citizenship may be greater than when citizenship conveys no such advantages. For such reasons, the wage advantage of citizenship is likely to be greater in certain lines of work than in others, and therefore immigrants who prefer such lines of work have a greater incentive to naturalize. Accordingly, the benefits to those who naturalize may overstate the benefits that would accrue to immigrants who do not naturalize.
As already noted, wages may be correlated with naturalization for several reasons. First, naturalization allows entry into otherwise restricted jobs. This is especially likely to be the case for white-collar and public-sector employment. To the extent there is queuing for union jobs, citizenship may also enhance prospects of obtaining union employment.
Alternatively, the decision to naturalize may reflect a commitment to remain in the United States. Those who plan to work in U.S. labor markets long term have a greater incentive than other immigrants to invest in human capital valued in U.S. labor markets. In that event,
those who naturalize will receive higher wages because of their greater human capital even if naturalization itself has no effect on wages. Indeed, because wages are likely to grow with the acquisition of human capital, those who eventually naturalize can be expected to experience faster wage growth even prior to naturalization.
Finally, immigrants who naturalize may have different unmeasured productivity than immigrants who do not naturalize. Those who naturalize must demonstrate proficiency in the English language, an ability to learn U.S. history, test-taking skills, good moral character, and a commitment to the United States. Given such favorable characteristics, it is possible that immigrants who happen to naturalize would do better in the U.S. labor market even if they were not naturalized, and that their higher wages merely capture the correlation between naturalization and unobservable characteristics of the immigrant. 5 Correlation between unmeasured characteristics and naturalization can also arise from selective return migration. For example, extending the Roy-model, Borjas and Bratsberg (1996) show that skill levels of immigrants who return migrate differ from those of immigrants who stay in the United States.
Based on the preceding discussion, the relationship between wages and naturalization can be modeled by the following equation: Finally, those who naturalize may have been more likely, even in the absence of naturalization, to hold good jobs (β 3 > 0). Indeed, differences in the distribution of jobs may be independent of the naturalization event (β 0 = β 1 = β 2 = 0). On a theoretical basis then, one would expect the distribution of jobs to display different time patterns depending on the reason that naturalized citizens have higher wages. Therefore, looking at the dynamics of job changes sheds light on why and how naturalization is associated with higher pay.
III. Wages, Job Distribution, and NaturalizationEvidence from Cross-Sectional Data
We begin the empirical analysis by reexamining the association between pay and naturalization in cross-sectional data along the lines of Chiswick (1978) , but based on data from the 1990 census and the 1994-98 current population surveys. The CPS data contain observations from several years, so it is possible to implement the synthetic panel approach of Borjas (1985; with these data to separate assimilation and cohort effects on wages. Because this methodology uses wages of native-born workers to identify period effects, the CPS samples of immigrant men are augmented with 10 percent random-sample extracts of native-born men. Sample sizes are 201,857 for the census data and 67,748 (36,019 immigrants and 31,729 natives) for the CPS data;
descriptive sample statistics are presented in Appendix Table A-1. Table 1 reports estimates of the coefficient α 0 of Equation (1) for both census data (panel A) and CPS data (panel B). The table shows that immigrants who are naturalized U.S. citizens earn higher wages than immigrants who are not naturalized. According to estimates in column 1, naturalized male immigrants earned 9.1 percent higher pay in census data (exp(.0868) -1 = .0907) and 10.7 percent higher pay in CPS data than non-naturalized immigrants with similar socioeconomic characteristics. Part of the pay differential between naturalized and nonnaturalized immigrants reflects the fact that naturalized immigrants on average have spent more time in the United States. When the regression controls for years since arrival (column 2), the wage advantage of naturalized immigrants over non-naturalized immigrants falls to 6.6 percent in census data and 7.4 percent in CPS data. These figures are almost identical to the association between earnings and naturalization uncovered by Chiswick (1978) in 1970 census data.
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In columns 3-5, the regression specifications sequentially add control variables for country/continent of birth, industry, and occupation. Results show that the association between wages and naturalization is reduced somewhat when industry and occupational controls are included in the model. The implication is that a portion of the pay advantage stems from naturalized immigrants being employed in better-paying industries and occupations than nonnaturalized immigrants. However, the estimated association between naturalization and the hourly wage of the immigrant remains sizable and statistically significant even after the regressions control for industry and occupation.
The regression results from census and CPS data indicate large differences in pay between naturalized and non-naturalized U.S. immigrants. Because these findings are based on cross-sectional data, we are unable to conclude that the higher pay is associated with naturalization per se, as opposed to unmeasured characteristics of those who naturalize. Further, because census and CPS data provide no information on date of naturalization, we are unable to address the important issue of whether higher wages precede or follow the naturalization event.
In the next section, therefore, we turn to longitudinal data, which allow estimation of the effect of naturalization on pay after controlling for unobserved productivity characteristics of the worker. The longitudinal data are drawn from the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth (NLSY)-a data set with a younger age distribution than the samples underlying the regression results reported in Table 1 . To obtain a benchmark for the longitudinal study, we first estimate the naturalization effect in census and CPS data for samples of young male immigrants, restricting samples to those less than 30 years of age. 9 Regression results are presented in Table   2 , panels A and B. The panels show that naturalized youths earn a sizable wage advantage over non-naturalized youths, between 5.4 percent and 11.8 percent depending on sample and control variables. When the regression controls for years since arrival (columns 2-5), coefficient estimates in Table 2 are somewhat higher than those reported in Table 1 , suggesting that the effect of naturalization on wages may be slightly larger for young immigrants than for older immigrants.
For comparative purposes, Table 2 also presents random-effects estimates based on the NLSY sample, which will be described in the following section. As the table reveals, the correlation between naturalization and wages is comparable in all three samples of young workers. Therefore, findings based on longitudinal analysis of the NLSY sample cannot be attributed to an anomalous relationship between the variables in this sample.
Because white-collar, public-sector, and union jobs are commonly associated with higher pay, we next examine the relationship between naturalization and likelihood of employment in each of these sectors. Table 3 shows that, in both census and CPS data, white-collar and publicsector employment rates are significantly higher for immigrants who are naturalized U.S. citizens than for immigrants who are not. Controlling for individual characteristics such as age and time since migration, naturalization raises the probit index for white-collar employment by about .11 standard deviation. For example, as implied by the coefficient in column 1, the probability of holding a white-collar job increases from .532 to .574 following naturalization when evaluated at reports a coefficient on Alien (non-naturalized immigrant) of -.0679, or minus 7.0 percent. the sample mean. Because public-sector employment rates are generally much lower than those of white-collar employment, the relative impact of naturalization is even greater on employment in the public sector. According to the coefficient estimate in column 3 and evaluated at the sample mean, naturalization is associated with a 50 percent rise in public-sector employment, with the employment rate increasing from .029 to .043. Data on union status are not available in the census, but in the CPS the likelihood of holding a union job is 5.0 percentage points higher if the immigrant is naturalized (the sample mean of union employment is .153). 10 Results of Table   3 are therefore consistent with the proposition that U.S. citizenship facilitates entry into certain higher-paying jobs.
Country Effects. The results presented to this stage do not allow for the possibility that the effect of naturalization varies across immigrants based on country of origin. But if naturalization expands job opportunities of immigrants and leads to higher wages, the economic value of citizenship may be greatest for immigrants whose job opportunities are restricted most severely by lack of citizenship. We hypothesize that job restrictions are greatest for immigrants from less developed countries and therefore such immigrants benefit disproportionately from citizenship. To test this proposition, we augment the wage and employment equations with the 1975 per-capita GDP of the source country and an interaction term between naturalization status and per-capita GDP. 11 Results are presented in Table 4 .
As the results in columns 1 and 2 reveal, immigrants from highly developed countries receive a smaller premium from naturalization than do immigrants from less developed countries. When the regression controls for industry and occupation, as in column 2, the coefficient of the interaction term shows that the naturalization premium falls by a statistically significant .7 percentage point for each $1,000 increase in the per-capita GDP of the source country. 12 To illustrate, going from the level of development of El Salvador (1975 per-capita GDP of $2,035) to that of Italy ($8,282 ) is associated with a reduction of the naturalization premium from .072 to .029 (the sample mean per-capita GDP is $4,948). The remaining columns of Table 4 show that, as was true for wages, the association between naturalization and employment in white-collar or public-sector jobs is weaker the more developed is the source country. The correlation between naturalization and union employment, however, is not affected by the level of development of the source country (column 5).
Prior studies have found that source country GDP has a positive impact on earnings of immigrants in the United States (Jasso and Rosenzweig, 1986 ). This effect is also evident in Table 4 . For each $1,000 increase in per-capita GDP, hourly wages rise by about 2 percent.
Interestingly, controlling for basic socioeconomic characteristics of the immigrant, we find no correlation between the level of source country development and employment rates in whitecollar and public-sector jobs (columns 3 and 4) and a negative correlation between development and union employment (column 5).
IV. Evidence on the Effect of Naturalization from the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth
In this section, we present evidence on the effect of naturalization on hourly pay based on a sample of foreign-born youths drawn from the NLSY. The NLSY is a longitudinal survey of 12,686 youths aged 14-22 when first interviewed in 1979. 13 The original sample included 874 persons who were born abroad, but we restrict the analyses to the non-military subsamples, which contain 810 foreign-born persons. The 1990 interview contained a supplemental questionnaire on immigration issues-including whether the immigrant had naturalized and the year and month of naturalization-that was completed by 683 foreign-born survey participants, of whom 344 were males. The present study tracks these individuals through the first 13 waves of the NLSY (1979 NLSY ( -1991 . Thirty-four male youths were naturalized at the time of the first interview in 1979, and 95 had naturalized by 1990.
14 Information on hourly wages, job tenure, and collective bargaining coverage are matched each year to the individual's primary job (or "CPS job"), which is the focus of our analysis. We further augment the base NLSY data with information on work experience drawn from the NLSY Work History data set. Results from the fixed-effects estimation of the wage equation are reported in Table 5 .
Column 1 shows that the positive impact of naturalization on wages persists even when the model includes an individual fixed effect. We therefore rule out differential unobserved 14 In addition, the sample includes five individuals who recently had filed applications for naturalization at the time of the 1990 interview and who are eligible for inclusion in the regression sample in 1991. We treat these as naturalized in 1991, but results are similar if these observations are excluded from the sample.
15 Critical values at the 1 percent significance level are 6.63 for the χ 2 (1) distribution and 57.43 for the χ 2 (35) distribution. 16 For added flexibility, we estimated the fixed-effects wage model allowing for AR(1) processes and heteroscedasticity of the error term. Likelihood-ratio tests favor an error specification that contains both an individual-specific AR(1) process and individual-specific heteroscedaticity over the simpler specifications of no AR(1) or a common AR(1) process. Accordingly, reported results are based on models in which the time-variant error component is written, When Experience Since Naturalization is added to the equation (column 2), its coefficient is positive and highly significant, whereas the coefficient of Naturalized falls from .056 to .023 and loses statistical significance. The implication is that naturalization leads to higher pay primarily through more rapid wage growth rather than a one-time boost in pay. Indeed, following naturalization returns per year of experience are 2.6 percentage points higher.
But when do the wage gains associated with naturalization first appear? According to one story previously sketched, those who naturalize can expect higher pay in advance of their naturalization. The decision to seek U.S. citizenship leads to a corresponding decision to invest more heavily in human capital. Assuming that returns on that investment are received prior to naturalization, the wage gains of immigrants will precede naturalization.
Two tests are conducted to address the timing of wage gains. In the first test, a dummy variable is added to allow for higher wages the year prior to naturalization. The estimated coefficient of this variable is not only statistically insignificant, but it is also negative in sign (Table 5 , column 3).
Next, we allow for the possibility that the experience-earnings profile is steeper for immigrants who naturalize even prior to naturalization. In Table 5 Fortunately, the NLSY data contain detailed information on immigrant status. The majority of individuals in our sample were legal immigrants or were authorized to work when first employed in the United States, but the sample includes a small number of immigrants who worked illegally (in the country illegally or without a work permit) before becoming a permanent resident. 18 In column 5, we report tentative evidence of the importance of legal status on wages based on the limited number of non-residents in the sample. Results show that permanent residency leads to a statistically significant 8.1 percent boost in wages and that wage growth of 17 As further robustness checks, we examined the effect of naturalization using instrumental variables that account for possible endogeneity in the timing of naturalization and, alternatively, a first-difference model that allows for fixed effects in wage growth. Using quartic polynomials of time since entry into the United States and age as instruments, the coefficient estimate (standard error) of Experience Since Naturalization is .0287 (.0053) and .0214 (.0162) in model specifications equivalent to those in Table 5 , columns 2 and 4. Further, based on a first-difference log wage regression that controls for observable characteristics (including industry and occupation) and individual fixed effects, the coefficient (and standard error) of Naturalized is .0289 (.0690). Although standard errors are much larger in the alternative estimation procedures, the similarity of parameter estimates to those reported in Table 5 suggests that our key findings are not the result of time-variant unobserved individual heterogeneity or misspecification of the regression model. 18 Forty-seven individuals in the sample entered the United States illegally, and another 30 arrived on a nonimmigrant visa restricting employment. Of these, 40 individuals accrued some experience prior to obtaining illegal immigrants is 1.7 percentage points lower per year than that of legal immigrants. 19 These results are consistent with the conclusion of Schoeni (1997, p. 711) , based on estimates from Borjas and Tienda (1993) , that "the wage penalty for being illegal may be as great as 7 to 10 percent" and with Schoeni's prediction of differential wage growth of legal and illegal immigrants. But while these results add to the scant literature on the importance of legal status
for immigrants, what is most important for the present study is the finding that coefficients of the variables capturing naturalization are largely unaffected by inclusion of the legal status controls.
Naturalization and a Changing Job Distribution. Having demonstrated that wage growth
accelerates following naturalization, we next examine whether the job distribution also changes. Of course, immigrants who naturalize may have been more likely to be in white-collar jobs even prior to naturalization. But when we allow for this possibility (column 2), the probability of white-collar employment is still significantly higher after the immigrant naturalizes. There is no evidence that the likelihood of white-collar employment increases with the length of time that an immigrant has been a U.S. citizen (column 3). Instead, naturalization appears to be followed by an immediate shift to white-collar employment. Table 6 shows that naturalization is also associated with a greater likelihood of publicsector employment, but in contrast to the shift to white-collar employment, the switch to publicsector jobs is gradual and apparently delayed. Starting approximately two years after permanent residency and 21 were still illegal immigrants as of 1990 (nineteen of whom report having applied for legalization under IRCA). 19 The Permanent Residence variable captures the wage gains of immigrants who obtain a green card after previously being in the United States illegally or on a temporary visa. We uncover no evidence of a differential effect for those who entered the country illegally versus those who were in the United States on a temporary visa. Nor do we naturalization, the probability of public-sector employment increases significantly with years of citizenship. After five years of citizenship (and evaluated at the sample mean), an immigrant is 3.3 percentage points more likely to be in the public-sector than he was prior to naturalization.
According to the estimates of column 8, young immigrants who naturalize are inherently less likely to be unionized than other immigrants, but once we take this into account naturalization boosts the probability of unionization by 9.0 percentage points when evaluated at the sample mean. As column 9 indicates, the probability of unionization increases with years since naturalization, analogous to the situation with public-sector jobs.
In summary, for young male immigrants, naturalization is followed by an immediate increase in white-collar employment and by a growing presence in public-sector and union jobs.
Even when we allow for inherent differences in the job distributions of immigrants who naturalize during the sample period and immigrants who do not, naturalization is followed by a movement into jobs generally viewed as attractive. There is no evidence of a movement to these jobs prior to naturalization, as might occur because of increased investment in U.S.-specific human capital investment in advance of naturalization. Instead, these findings support the claim that naturalization increases access to preferred jobs, which often are unavailable to non-citizens.
Labor Mobility and Wage Growth. The faster wage growth of young immigrants
following naturalization may result in part from faster early-career wage growth in public-sector, white-collar, and union jobs. In addition, faster wage growth may be correlated with labor turnover. Job-matching models, such as those by Burdett (1978) and Jovanovic (1979) , predict positive returns to voluntary job mobility, and recent empirical studies find significant wage losses following involuntary turnover (Ruhm, 1991; Jacobson, LaLonde, and Sullivan, 1993) . To uncover differential wage growth before and after legalization-but the sample size may be too small to pick up such allow for these possibilities, we estimate a more flexible version of the wage equation that permits different experience profiles in public-sector, white-collar, and union jobs and, in one specification, also allows wages to vary with labor market turnover-measured by cumulative quits and layoffs. 20 Results appear in Table 7 , columns 1 and 2.
Wage growth is significantly faster in public-sector and white-collar jobs. Indeed, the faster wage growth in these jobs, which immigrants move into following naturalization, accounts for more than one-third of the steepening of the wage profile following naturalization. But even with the addition of these interaction terms, the coefficient of Experience Since Naturalization remains statistically significant.
The job-turnover variables (column 2) reveal that voluntary mobility is associated with significantly higher earnings and involuntary mobility with significantly lower earnings. These findings are consistent with those of Keith and McWilliams (1995) , who also study NLSY data.
Our parameter estimates are larger than theirs, however, indicating a stronger relationship between wages and job mobility for young immigrant males than for young native-born males.
Addition of the labor mobility variables reduces the estimated coefficient of Naturalized but has little overall effect on results. yielding information on the earnings profiles of native-born workers, the new regressions provide a robustness test of the findings previously reported using an alternative reference group. For this exercise, the native sample was re-weighted to mimic the ethnic composition of the immigrant sample (heavily Hispanic). In the process, we drew random samples of 3,712
observations of 445 U.S.-born males from the NLSY data. Table 7 , columns 3 and 4, presents results based on the key prior specifications for the pooled sample consisting of immigrants who naturalize, those who do not naturalize, and native workers. In the models estimated, the slope of the experience profile is allowed to differ for each of the three groups of workers. 21 Of particular relevance, the coefficient of Experience Since Naturalization is highly significant and comparable to that of the prior regressions, indicating that the faster wage growth following naturalization is not the consequence of choice of reference group. 22 Interestingly, wage growth of young immigrants who do not naturalize is .5 percentage point higher per year than that of the ethnicity-weighted reference group of native workers. The early-career experience profiles implied by the parameter estimates of column 3 are illustrated in Figure 1 , which summarizes one of the key findings of our study: Male immigrants who naturalize experience faster wage growth than other immigrants and native males, but the faster wage growth does not occur until naturalization takes place.
20 Construction of the sector-specific experience and the labor mobility series draws on the individual work-history data. The algorithm creating these series accumulates work experience by sector or type of employment and past labor mobility by type (voluntary or involuntary) . 21 In the interest of parsimony, the specification restricts the coefficient of the quadratic experience term to be equal across groups. A more flexible specification that allows second-order effects to differ across groups yields qualitatively identical results, as do specifications that include higher-order polynomials of experience. 22 We obtained similar parameter estimates when we dropped immigrants who do not naturalize from the sample.
V. Conclusions
Cross-sectional census and CPS data reveal that naturalized immigrants earn higher wages and have a more favorable job distribution than immigrants who have not naturalized.
What cross-sectional analysis cannot determine is whether these labor market advantages are the consequence of naturalization or reflect unmeasured productivity of immigrants who naturalize.
In what we believe is the first panel study of the effect of naturalization on wage growth, we track the wages of young male immigrants over the period 1979-91. Using a fixed-effects estimator, we find that naturalization has a highly significant impact on the earnings of immigrants even after allowing for differences in unobserved personal characteristics of immigrants.
Wage growth accelerates following naturalization, and immigrants move into better jobs.
Their probability of white-collar and public-sector employment increases, as does their access to jobs in the union sector. These findings support the view that immigrants who have not achieved citizenship face barriers to certain jobs. Although results are also consistent with the view that immigrants invest more heavily in human capital in anticipation of naturalization and receive returns on this investment only after naturalization, there is no compelling reason that returns on such investment would be delayed.
The economic gains from citizenship appear greater for immigrants from less developed countries and are also likely to depend on the employment preferences of immigrants. Because citizenship is more important in certain jobs (e.g., the public sector), those who choose other lines of work may receive lower economic benefits if they naturalize and therefore have less incentive to naturalize. Analogous to Lee's (1978) study of unionization and Willis and Rosen's (1979) study of college attendance, returns to naturalization may be lower for immigrants who do not naturalize. Future work might address this issue drawing on the methodology of the WillisRosen study, but this requires larger longitudinal samples of immigrants who do and do not naturalize than are presently available and identification of instruments that enter the naturalization decision and not the wage-determination process.
Although the number of illegal immigrants in the sample is small, the evidence available suggests that returns to experience are lower when the immigrant is working illegally and that wages rise when an immigrant receives a green card.
These findings have important implications for the literature on assimilation and for U.S.
policy on naturalization. They indicate that naturalization is not an insignificant event that occurs during the assimilation process, nor does it merely capture length of stay in the United
States. To the contrary, naturalization accelerates the process of labor market assimilation. The act of naturalization appears to remove certain employment barriers and to provide greater access to white-collar, public-sector, and union employment. For young male immigrants, success in the U.S. labor market is intimately related to citizenship. Table 7 , column 3. Native sample is stratified to match ethnic composition of immigrant sample. For immigrants who naturalize, mean experience at naturalization is 4.2 years.
